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For years, the University of California has sent an annual report to Los Angeles 
City College (LACC) on the academic performance of its transfers in their first 
semester and comparative data on all other California junior college transfers. In 

1966- 67, the report format was changed because of the switch to the quarter 
calendar and the use of a new data processing system. These changes produced 
some confusion before the process was debugged. Although some of the resulting 
data (especially for 1966-67) are incomplete and some in a form difficult to compare 
with earlier data, it is felt to be reliable within 57. Tables of the findings show 

1967- 68 comparative data for LACC and other junior colleoe transfers by number of 
entrants, CPA’s at college and university, differentials in CPA’s, number eligible and 
ineligible at high school graduation; a summary of data for the past 11 years; an 
analysis of transfers by campus to which they transferred; an analysis, by sex and 
college major, of transfers to the UCLA campus; and academic performance of 
transfers to UCLA by other selected categories. Among the nine conclusions is that, 
of all California junior college transfers to the university, those from LACC made an 
outstanding record. Thirty per cent made a B average or better; only 117 earned 
below a C. LACC transfers had a CPA of 2.65 at the university, .22 below their college 
average. The 3052 transfers from other colleges dropped their averages by .45. (HH) 
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

To assess academic performance of L.A.C.C. transfers entering the 
University of California in 1967-68 and to compare with past perfornrance. 

PROCEDURE OF THE STUDY 

The Office of Educational Relations of the University of California 
has sent for years an annual report to L.A.C.C. swearlEing the academic 
performance of L.A.C.C. transfers In their first semester at the Universi- 
ty and furnishhig comparative data for all Junior college transfers. Be- 
ginning with the 1966-67 academic year major changes were made in the format 
for reporting this Information, due to -the advent of the quarter calendar 
and the availability of nee data processing technology." The cosAlnation 
of these two Innovations produced a not entirely unpredictable situation 
vihere some confusion reigned and considerable "drfiugging" of the process was 
necessary. As e result, some of the Information (especially for 1965-67) 
is Incomplete, and some Is In a form difficult to compare with past years. 
Nevertheless, the findings In the next section, based oo these University 
reports, are believed to be reasonably reliable (within !%). 



FINDINGS 

Table I presents 1967-68 comparative data for all Junior (cosmunity) 
college transfers and U.A.C.C. transfers entering the Unlvarslty of Cali- 
fornia In 1967-58. Figures given are: number of entrants, percent earning 



below a C average, percent earning a B average or above, grade point ave. 
age at Junior college (cumulative), grade point average at the University 



(all 



courses taken during any 



of the three quarters of 1967-68), .and the 



differentia? in qrade point averages. 



Fioures are alven for students who 
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FiNDI^S (continued) 

were eligible for the University at the time of high school graduation, 
for those ineligible at that time, and for the total. 

Table 2 presents a summary over the last eleven years of the infor- 
mation described above. Prior to I 966-67 (the beginning of the quarter sys- 
tem at UCLA), Uo C. grade point averages were based on first setrester per- 
formance only. In 1966-67 and 1967-68, U. C. grads point averages were 
based on all courses taken during any of the three quarters. 

Figures 1 and 2 present In gr^iphlcal form some of the eleven year 

siumtriry data. 

Table 3 presents data on I967-68 L.A.C.Co transfers analyzed by cam- 
pus of transfer. Table 4 analyzes the transfers to UCLA (88?L of the total) 
according to sex and college major. Table 5 presents sonie available In- 
formation for UCLA Fall Entrants only In I966-67 and 1967-68 and for students 
who attended one quarter only In 1967-68. 

TABLE I - Academic Achievement of L.AoC.C. Transfers and all Comnunity _ 
college Transfers Entering the University of California, 1967-68 



L. A. Co 
Elio. inefig. 





Total 



All Ccmmunltv Colleges*^ 
Elio. inellq. Total 



of entrants 
% beloiM C Average 
% B average or above 
Consnunity CoHeges 6PA 
y. C, BPA 
Differential 



59 


141 


200 


1542 


10% 


m 


11% 


13% 


39% 


26% 


30% 


28% 


2.97 


2.83 


2.87 


3.03 


2.79 


2.59 


2.65 


2.58 


-.18 


-.24 


-.22 


•.45 



* grade point averages based on Fall 
1967 entrants only, numbers and 
percents on all 1967-68 entrants; 
all L.A.C.Co figures on all 1967- 
38 entrants 



1510 

l4^'o 

2(fA 

2.86 

2.4! 

-.49 



3052 

13 % 

24 % 

2.95 

2.50 

-.45 
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TABLE 2 » 



Eleven Year Sunrasry ©f Academic Peirfonnance of LcAoC.Cc Traiisf<i?s 
In their First Year at the University of California 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study analyzes recent acadejnic perfornssnce L*AoC,C» transfers 
at UCLA, accordifi(} to Information received from the University of Cali- 
fornia Office of Sducetlenal Relations, Although some of the data is in- 
complete and Sn a form different from preceding years^ thfj following con- 
clusions appear justified; 

(1) 200 former L.A,C.€„ students entered the University tv? California 

in the academic year and made an outstandinc record; 30% 

earned a S average or above, with only 11% earning beloii? a C aver- 
age; average University of California grade point average was 2.65, 
only .22 bel<»4 their j«jnlor college aver^jgep as ccmpared with a 
drop of .A5 for the 3,052 transfers from all California junior 
colleges, 

(2) Tiie 59 students who were eligible for admission to the University 
at the time of high school graduation earned a 2.79 grade point 
average, with nearly ^t0% earning a 3 average or abova. The i^l 
**inel Iglbles** also perfo ^wsd at a high level, averaging 2.59 with 
26% earning a @ average o« above. 

( 3 ) 1966-67 performance of entering transfers from L.A.CoC, (the first 
year of the c|«after calendar) was only slightly belcw that of 1367- 
68, with a grade point average of 2»5^ arid a differential of -a28o 

(U) Only 30% of L.A.C„Co transfers were **e1 iglbles'*, as compared with 
a stateiriidc figure of 50%. 

(5) Although 0 nm system of record keeping makes comparisons with ^ 
previous years difficult. It is clear that I967-68 perfomtanc© ss 
the best in re>sent years. Figures to document this <ibservatlon . 

Include the loii?est percent below a C average, the h?| 5 iie$t percent 

B average or abovi^, the highest overall grade paint «>veraga, and the 
lowest differential! In eleven years. Evidence to cast doubt on the 
assertion is that UC performance includes all work undertaken by 
students during the three quarters of the year, whllB in prior 
years only first semester performance was recorded. However, a tabu=- 
latlon of records for I 967-68 UCLA entrants who completed only one, 
quarter indicates little difference In performance from that oi the 
total group. 

(6) 88% of the 1967-68; transfers entered UCLA, 8% Berkeley, with U other 
campuses acccimtir !9 for the remaining 4%. 

( 7 ) Students in the College of Fine Arts at UCLA average;! nearly a 3 
average, higher than the L.A.C.C. average. Engineering transfers also 
performed at a hl§h level. 

(8) Female performance at UCLA was clearly superior tc nisle performance for 
students In the College of Letters and Science, clearly inferior In the 






summ AND CONCLDSfONS (continued) 

School of Fine Arts where all six male transfers earned a B average 
or above. Overall female performances was superior. 

(9) The mmfeer of transfers In 1967-68 represented a drop of 17% from 
l^6-67s, mainly In the “Inel Igibles** category. 




